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Trends in Contributions to Missouri 
and U. S. Cash Farm Income 
1924-/945 
R. L. KOHUi' 
INTRODUCTION 
During the twenty-two year period, 192445, the cash farm 
income of Missouri farmers bas fluctuated widely and violently. 
These years cover four distinct economic periods; the period of the 
industrial prosperity of the 1920's, the "great depression", the. "re-
covery and recession" of the late 1930's and -the World War II period. 
Each of these periods affected the farmer and his well_being. This 
study presents the Missouri cash farm income trends during those 
periods of economic change. 
Have the sourees of the farmer's cash income changed during 
this twenty_two year period? Though cash farm income do~s not 
indicate the total value of '3.griculturai production, it does represent 
the income received by farmers from products sold for cash. The 
analysis of trends and changes in income contributions by the various 
farm commodities should be helpful in focusing attention on the 
changing agricultural pieture and some of its problems. 
Purpose.-The purpose of this analysis was two·fold: (1) to 
analyze the income contribution made by each commodity and im· 
portant commodity group to the Missollri total cash farm income, 
(2) to determine the income contriBution made by important Missouri 
farm commodities to the United States total cash income from each 
group of commodities. 
Scope.-Theanalysis of the income contributions made by the 
principal different commodities to the total Missouri cash farm income 
is presented in Section I, while the analysis of Missouri's income 
contribution to the U. S. totals is presented in Section II. At no 
point in the study have the causes of the variations of income contri· 
butions been thoroughly analyzed. Some suggestions of causes have 
been made, but these deserve further study before their validity can 
be conclusively established. 
Because of the amount of statistical data involved, the act ual 
' A<kftowlo<l .. ni •• to ... d~. to h H. M ...... onder "'~ dl'oetl"" 'hlo "~dy ...... nd~et«I • 
• nd to _""" of ,~. 0.' ..... "'''''. -01 ........ I.uhural £Cono",l .. 01 til. Unl""I., 01 :!>Ilnourl ,,1>0 U.' belolul oUO'_.Io>o. ond o>1tl.,Io_. 
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data have been presented in the appendix. Important segments of 
this data are presented graphically in the text 
Procedure.-As'll measure of cash farm income, the cash receipts 
from farm marketings by commodities for the state of Missouri, 
1924 through 1945, were used. This is presented in Table 1 of the 
appendix. Similar data for the United States were obtained from 
the publication CMh Receipts From Farming, by the V.S.D.A., Bureau 
of Agr icultural Economics, January 1946. 
In order to measure proportionate contributions, a simple per. 
centage was used. To obtain the percentage contributions to the 
Misaouri total. the cash receipts for a specified commodity for a 
particular year were divided by the total Missouri receipts for that 
year. For example, the receipts from wheat marketings in 1924 were 
$25,274,000; the tOtal Missouri receipts from Crops and Livestock 
were $353,314,000. Therefore, 2'5,274,000 -;- 353,314,000 X 100 = 
7.153%. This 7.153,/,0 represents the contribution of wheat to the 
Missouri total cash farm income. This procedure was foil owe<! for 
each commodity for each year. The results are given in Table 2 of 
the appendix. 
The data in Table S represents the percentage contributions of 
specific Missouri commodities to the U. S. total receipts from th08e 
commodities. For example, U. S. wheat receipts for 1924 were $798,· 
762,000. For that same year, Missouri wheat receipts were $25,274,· 
000. Therefore, 25,274,000 ..;.. 798,762,000 X 100 = 8.164 ,/,c. This 
3.164,/,,, represents the Missouri contribution to the national total cash 
income from wheat. This procedure was repeated for each important 
commodity. 
Throughout, the average for the five-year periods represents the 
simple average of the percentage for each year. This method of ot>-. 
taining averages was used so that each year would receive equal 
weight. 
Tables 4 and 5 present percentage contributions made by the 
principal commodities on an index basis. The average percentage 
contributions for the period 1925·29 were use<! as a base. 
A Caution As To Limitations.-Again it is emphasized th'8.t this 
study analyzes only the Cash Farm Inc01M which resulted from the 
sale of the different farm prodl'lcts. During 1940-44, the average 
value of production of corn was greater than the value of production 
of cattle and calves; however, the cash income from sales of cattle 
and calves was almost eight times greater than that received f rom 
corn. This partly explains why 75 % of the Missouri cash farm income 
was contributed by livestock and livestock producUi while the cash 
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income from crops was only a.bout 25% of the total. The hii'h pro-
portion of income from livestock was possible because feeds were fed 
on the farm rather than sold. Consequently, only a relatively sman 
proportion of the total value of such crops as com, oats and hay were 
sold for cash income. The value of our feed crops must not be under-
estimated, even though .. relatively small amount of cash income is 
realized from their sale. The average relationships of cash income 
from sales to value of total production for the period 1940-44 for 
principal products are &iven in the table below. 
r .... a l.-AVl:RAGE REU.'l'IONSH IPS OF THE VALUE OF SALES TO THE VALUI) 0' 
1 PRODUCTION, 1940-44. 
• va.'ue .OI v ~lue ~I Percent 
Commodity Production Saln' s..IH ot 
(SlOOO) ($1000) Production 
Livutock and product.s 
Cattle, Calves ........ 120,366 119,798 " .S 
Hop ... .. .. ....... : .. 147,990 133,660 90.3 
Sheep, L"mbs .. . .. . . .. 12,883 12,298 ".7 
Da~ Producta ....... 81,880 66,262 80.2 
Chi ens .. ........... 22,3,4S 16,766 75.0 
Errl ................ ~,548 47,023 86.2 
Crop. 
Wheat ............... 20,315 12,848 63.2 
em ... .............. 127,482 15,883 12.1 O.u ............. .... 25,463 3,499 13.7 
Soybean, .......... ... 11,717 10,564 90.1 
Rye .... ....... ....... <8, ," 53.8 Hay .... ......... ..... 42,030 3,670 '.7 
Red Clo .. er Seed .•.•.• 1,730 1,139 65.8 
Potatoes ... .. ...... ... 3,74.1 1,057 28.2 
Apples . .. ............ 1,764 l,877 78.5 
1~ n~ .... roo I. oJl _ will> data I" A.p".~db< __ u. ... da\.Ol .... """" OlIo crop 
,..." .. ' II. Appoadb< ooDilcl.n .. In.dar nan. 
SECTION I 
COl'\"TRIDUTIONS TO TOTAL MISSOURI CASH FARM INCOME 
Total Missouri cash farm income is a result of prices received by 
Missouri farmen and the volume of products marketed. Excluding 
yeara ot abnormal climatic conditions, total volume of farm produc-
tions does not change radically from year to year. Therefore, cash 
farm income and prices received by farmers tend to move up and 
down together (Table 2). Using 1924-29 as 100, the index of Missouri 
cash farm in~me fell from 105 in 1929 to 45 in 1932 while prices 
received fell from 103 to 42. During the years 1935, 1936, and 1937, 
the index of income was considerably lower than the index of prices 
6 MISSOURI AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION 
J'IG, I, COI<lt<XIrry ClRD<lP CwmwoOT'O!I8 
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r eceived. This was due largely to 
the poor weather conditions re-
sulting in poor crops during that 
period. The large spread between 
index of income and price during 
the war years was evidence of in-
creased marketings. This was a 
reflection of the Missouri farmer's 
response to the national plea for · 
increased farm production, excel-
lent weather conditions, and 
favorable prices. 
The composition of the mar-
keting income picture for the 
twenty-two year period is shown 
in Figure 1. Generally speak-
ing, income from meat animals 
and their products made up about 
half of the total cash farm income. 
The percentage contribution from 
this class of products varied from 
43% to 54% with an average of 
49%_ Both poultry and dairy pro-
ducts made sizeable contributions 
TABLE 2.-IND£X Of' MISSOURI C .... SH FJ.R.'>l JNCOMl: .... ND PRICES RECEIV[.I) lIY 
MISSOUI!I F .... !l.MEIIS· (192429"" 100) -
Cash Farm Pricu ,-,a.s_n __ .r.arm PriCf!s 
Year Income Received Year Income Received 
1924 
" 
88 1935 61 81 
1925 103 104 1936 69 83 
1926 103 102 1937 69 88 
1927 97 97 1938 
" 
70 
1928 103 101 1939 68
" 1929 105 lOS 1940 73 
" 1930 83 .. 1901.1 10' .. 1931 58 
" 
1942 1<2 113 
1932 
" " 
1948 
'" 
130 
1933 .. 
" 
1944 
'" '" 1934 
" " 
1945 189 134 
1946 223 158 
·E~oJud. GOftI'tI",. nt P..,.",en,"-
to the total ; poultry averaging about 14% and dairy about 12%. On 
the average, livestock products contributed more than three-quarters 
of the total cash income (varying fr om 58% to 83%). The composi-
tion of the livestock income dollar is shown in Table 3. 
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The remainder, 17% to 82%, or an average of 28 %, was oon· 
tributed by the marketing of crops. The income from four grains--
wheat, corn, oats, and soybeans-eontributed from 5ro to 14% of 
the total. These grains tended to be inversely related to the total 
livestock contributions, and the four grains plus the livestock receipts 
make up about 85% to 90r" of the total cash farm income: While 
income from livestock was low during 1924, 1925.- and 1934, these 
were the high years for crop contributions. The low crop income 
years of 1930, 1931, 1985 and 1943 tended to be years of high live-
stock contributions. It is probable that livestock made up a high 
percentage in 1980 and 1981 because livestock and livestock product 
prices do not fall as rapidly during times of falling prices as do crop 
prices. The erratic behavior during the period from 1982 to 1987 
can probably be partially explained by the severe droughts of 1934 
and 1986 and the consequent effect on Jive.swck numberS' and grain 
marketings. 
Each product and class of products have had different trends 
during the period. Trends associated with each commodity or group 
of commodities will · be discussed separately. 
lUeat Animals and Wool.-From Figure 2, it can be seen that 
though some fluctuations were in evidence, the five·year average con-
tributions made to the cash farm 
income by meat animals and wool 
during the first 15 years covered 
by this study remained fairly con-
stant (five year average for 1924· 
.. 29 was 48 %, for 1930-84 and 
1935·39 it remained the same). 
Since 1940, the percentage con· 
tributions have increased with 
the period 1940-44 averaging 
51 %. Meat animal percentage 
income contributions fluctuated 
sharply during the 1980's with 
sharp percentage reductions oc· 
curring in 1932, 1934, and 1937. 
This can be partially explained 
by the unsettled price relation-
ships during the depression years 
which were augmented by gov-
ernmental action and erratic 
weather conditions. 
The percentage contributions 
8 MISSOURI AGRICULTUltAL EXPERIliENT STATION 
T ..... u: 3.-THl: CH4NGING CoMI'OSITIOS OF THl: MISSOUIU LIVESTOCK: CAsH 
INC();\UJ DOu..\.R 
Sheep, 
Cattle, Lambs, All All 
H op Calve. W~l Poultry Dairy Othen Total 
1926-H 33.7 26.8 3.' ,,. 13.3 0.9 100.0 
1930-S4. 29.7 28.9 '.S .19.8 182 0.' 100.0 
1936-89 26.7 32.7 '.6 17.' 17.5 1.l 100.0 
1941l-11' 81.8 80.2 .. 16.9 16.6 0.7 100.0 
made. by each of the livestock groups have also varied during the 
period (Figure 2 and Figure 3). Cattle and calves, with some years 
excepted. made up an increasing proportion of the total. During the 
four fiv~year periods the averages were 20.5 %. 22.7%, 25.0%, and 
23.9 %. The yearly percentages varied from a high of about 29% 
in 1945 to a low af 211" in 1934. 
Generally, the hog contribution trend has been the opposite of 
cattle and calves. The fou r five-year periods averaged 25.7 % . 23.3 %. 
_;:~~:1z":Y -r:' I<IDOUal TOT.\.\. UftITOCI< GllOIl" 
- 1 
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" '" '. 
20.5'7" and 25.2%. Until the war 
years. hogs were decreasingly im-
portant as a contributor to the 
cash fann incOme. The war period 
reversed this trend for a short 
period at least. In general. hog 
and cattle contributions tend to 
complement one another, when 
one is high the other is relatively 
low. Perhaps this is explained 
by the fact that only a limited 
amount of feed is available. and 
therefore, only a certain total 
amount of feeding can be done. 
Types of feed available and feed-
ing ratios help determine which 
class of livestock gets the greater 
share. The fluctuating and d~ 
elining hog contributions to the 
income during the thirties might 
be partly explained by the great 
variations in corn harvests due 
to the drought conditions in 1934 
and 1936. This brought about 
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sharply reduced hog numbers from 1935 through 1938. 
The percentage contribution by sheep and lambs to the cash 
income, though relatively small, has shown a steady upward tr end 
until the war period. Wool has shown no conaistent trend. Up until 
1983, wool contributed only about 0.5% to the total. With the sharp 
rise in price in 1'933 due to government action it jumped sharply 
and has tluctuated above 0.5% since then. Sheep, lambs and wool 
income percentages of the total cash income have declined during the 
war period. 
Poultry and Poultry Products.-The importance of poultry and 
its products as an item of cash income to the fanner has been slowly 
decreasing. (Figure 4) The five-year averages during the period 
have been 16.7%, 15.2 %, 13.2%. and IS.4~ . Two new items of 
poultry income have been introduced during this period ; turkeys and 
broilers. Turkeys were first considered separately in 1929 when they 
furnished about 0.2 % of the total Missouri income. In 1944, turkeys 
were contributing 1.2% of this total. BroileNl were first mentioned 
separately in 1934 with about 0.3%. and they remained fairly con-
stant since then. 
In order to better illustrate the changes within the poultry income, 
the contribution of each class of poultry to the poultry income dollar 
is shown in Table 4, 
• 
TULE 4.-TlfE CU'&'NGI SG CoMPOSITION or THE MISIIOUlU POULTllY Ci.Ju 
I NCO)(£ Dou..u: 
E ... Chicken. Othera Total 
1925-29 6<.4 SUi '.1 100.0 
1930-84 60.5 86.S , .• 1.1 100.0 
U S6..39 6U , .. 6.6 , .• 0.' 100.0 
H4o..4 ".7 26.1 7.' , .• 0.' 100,0 
Throughout the period, eft contributions have r emained fairly steady 
with a little over 60¢ of each poultry income dollar coming from their 
sale. The sale of chickens has become less important ; during 1925-
29 about one-third of each dollar received from poultry came from 
chicken sales, during 1940-44 chicken sales were r esponsible for only 
slia-hUy over one-quarter of each dollar . The remainder of t he 
income has shifted to poultry specialties, such a,8 broilers and turkeys. 
Dairy Products.-As can be seen from Figure 5, the relative con· 
tribution of dairy products to total cash fann income reached a peak 
of over 15 'ro in 1931. Since this time, this contribution has been 
declinina- with the exception of the war years. The depression years 
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of the early thirties had a strengthening effect on the relative value 
of all dairy products. One probable reason for the increased per. 
centage contribution during this time is that dairy product priees 
tend to be less sensitive to falling priees and therefore, relatively 
more ineome was received from butter, butterfat, and milk. The 
increase in the relative strength of retail milk during this aame 
period might mean that more fa rmers tended to be their own dis-
tributors during periods of low prices. 
The distinct upward trend in relative income value of whole milk 
started in 1930, and 'with the. exception of 1933 and 1984, has eon· 
tinued strong at the expe~n8e of r etail milk, butter and butterfat. 
Percentage income contr ibutions of whole milk increased rapidly duro 
ing the war j the pereentage in 1944 was nearly double that of 1934 , 
This definite and rather dramatic change in the eomposition of 
the dairy marketing dollar ls shown in Table 5. 
During 1925·29, 60; of each dairy ineome doUa.r came from the sale 
of farm butter and butterfat. By 1940-1944, the picture had more 
than reversed, with almost 68t! of each dollar coming from the sale 
. 
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TA.LE 5._ TH& CIU...."GING DAlKY c.o.lH 
Butterfat Fann Buttu Wbolemilk lWtaii Milk Tow 
1925-29 56.9 U 21.6 18.4. 100.0 
1930-34 49.3 '.0 21.5 26.2 100.0 
1934·39 '4.7 1.8 81.2 22.3 100.0 
1940-44 3l.4 0.8 56.0 11.8 100.0 
of whole and retail milk. Though fluid milk has been of steadily 
increasing importance, it is probable that the army camps and 
industries in Missouri were influential in bringing about the heavy 
increase during the war per iod. 
Grains.-The total of four 
grains---wheat, cor n, oats, and 
soybeans-was taken as repre-
sentative of Missouri cash grain. 
Other grains. such as rye and bar-
ley, make up an unimportant por-
tion of total cash income. There 
is no evidence of trend in the 
. 
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percentage contribution made by these four grains (Figure 6). They . 
tend to reflect changes in percentaa-e contributions by meat animals 
and changes in climatic conditions. 
The relative income importance of wheat rose sharply durina-
the middle thirties until in 1937 it r epresented slightly more than 7% 
of all Missouri cash farm income. (Fia-ure 7). This may be partly 
explained by the fact that the droughts of this period did not affect 
the wheat yields as much as they did com. 
Com, though very erratic, had a downward trend of percentage 
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income importance. This could be expected since the meat animal 
income trend has if anything strengthened, and corn is the feed for 
most of these animals. The low percentage years of 1935, 1936 and 
1937 can partly be explained by the crop failures of 1934 (average 
yield, 5 bushels per acre) and 1936 (average yield, 8 bushels per 
acre), and the relatively heavy meat contributions to the total during 
these years. 
As can be seen in Figure 7, both oats and soybeans are minor 
factors in the cash income picture. Until the late thirties both were 
responsible 'for less than 0.5 %. After 1987, oats strengthened to 
over 0.5 %. Soybeans did not increase greatly in percentage contri-
bution until 1940. Since that time, due probably to the incentive of 
war, they have increased ten fold until they are now responsible for 
over 2% of the cash fann income. 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
""." COTTOiI COHTlllJltmOl< TO >CSIO<IIU 
TOt~~ c~, ...... <>0;:""'" 
~~ 
JA 
.J' 
ltVI 
" 
V ~. 
.. 
~i- -. .-'1': ~f ,I't ,I , . 
,~ '. " ~ '. '« •• 
Both products declined in income 
the war. 
Cotton.--Cotton lint and cot-
tonseed, as shown by Figure 8, 
have made up an increasingly im-
portant part of Missouri cash 
farm income. The five-year aver-
ages of their percentage contribu-
tions were 4.5% , 5.9 '10 . 7.5 '10, and 
8.0% . The peak year was 1941, 
when 12.2% of the farm income 
was received from the sale of cot-
ton lint and seed. Cottonseed per· 
centage contributions has a direct 
relation to that of. lint. since it 
is a by-product of cotton lint. 
importance after the starting of 
Fruit and Truck Crops.-The marketing of f r uits contributed a 
steadily decreasing portion to the total Missouri cash farm income. 
The five year averages fOJ: fruits were 1.9%, 1.5%, 1.3 70 and 0.8%. 
The marketillg of apples and strawberries made up a large portion 
of the fruit income contributions, and the declining income importance 
of these two commodities was the main factor in the declining fruit 
contributions. After strengthening somewhat in the early 1930's, 
apples have had a downward trend ; the average of 0.28% during 
1940-1944 was less t han half of the 0.59% during 1930-1934. Straw-
berries have shown a constant downward trend of income importance 
-the five-year averages being 0.9%, 0.5% , 0.4'10 and 0.2 %. 
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Truck crops tended to increase in importance until the middle 
thirties. Since then they have been relatively steady and contributing 
about l ?'c to the total ca.sh income. 
Hay and Small S~ds.-The income importance of hay has de-
cUned throughout the period; however, the most serious reduction in 
percentage value occurred during the 1985-89 period when hay con-
tributed only 0.1>2 %--& decrease of over one-half from the 1.8% of 
the 1980-34 period. 
Small seeds declined in percentage value until 1986. Since then 
the trend has turned upward. The greatest tactor in this change ha.s 
been the incr easing importance of Jespedeza. Lespedeza seed income 
accounted for 0.04% in 1986 and for 0.62% in 1944. 
SEcrION II 
MISSOURI CONTRIBUTIONS TO U. S. CASH CO;)IMODITY 
INCOi\IE 
It Missouri were to contribute to the United States total as one 
of equally contributing 48 states, she should contribute slightly over 
2%. If the contribution were on the basis of total population, she 
should contribute 2.87 %; if on the basis of rural population, 8.18%; 
If on the basis of number of farms, 4.2 %; if on the basis of acres in 
farms, 3.27 %. On the basis of these things, Missouri should con_ 
tribute between 2% and 4% to the national cash farm income, or 
perhaps more correctly, in order to be on a par with her sister states 
Missouri should receive between 2% and 4% of the United States 
total cash fann income. 
Actually, as shown by Figure 
9, Missouri received approximate-
ly 8% to 8.5% of the total U. S. 
farm income received from crop 
and livestock marketings. This 
percentage bas fluctuated some-
what 8.65% in 1926 to 2.94%0 in 
1987) but has shown no definite 
trend. Total Missouri contribu-
tions to the national picture suf-
fered a decline from 1932 until 
1987. As will be seen, these were 
years of declining livestock in-
come contributions, and as live-
___ co"""",,_ TO tI. .. e.o.u 
rllOOt Tn ~II' ..... «IIOt<X>JrT a.OUH 
stoek and their products made up about 75% of the total Missouri 
income, this seriously affected Missouri's relative position. During 
the recent war years, Missouri's total contribution has increased 
somewhat. 
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The contribution to the U. S. receipts from crop marketings has 
showil. no definite trend (Figure 9). Missouri's share of crop receipts 
averaged about 1.7% throughout the period. This percentage reached 
a low. of 1.4% in 1935, rose gradually until 1941, an~ since then has 
fallen off sharply. The decline during the war years was due perhaps 
to the emphasis on livestock and also to the heavy crop production 
of other more important grain states. 
Missouri livestock cash income contributions to the U. S. total 
w:ere more than twice as important as those made by crops (Figure 9) . 
However, until 1937, the trend of livestock contributions was def-
initely downward. The four five-yea r averages were 5.05 %, 4.71%, 
4.19%, and 4.72%. The period from 1934 to 1939 was one of especially 
low percentage contributions. This would indicate that Missouri live-
stock marketing receipts suffered mor e heavily during these years 
than did those of the United States as a whole. Only during 1943, 
1944, and 1945 has a percentage as high as dur ing the late 1920's 
been in evidence. ' 
As in the case 'of commodity contributions to the total Missouri 
. income, the "different commodities have had different trends during 
the period. They are therefore discussed individually. 
Meat Animals and Wool.-Missouri's contribution to t he total 
U. S. cash income from hogs has fluctuated widely throughout the 
period, and showed a slightly downward tr end. Missouri hog market-
ing contributions averaged 1% less during the 1935-44 period than 
during the 1924-34 period. The percentages ranged from the peak 
of 8.8% in 1933 to the low of 5.3% in 1937. This decline accom-
panied the declining importance of hogs as a contributor to the total 
state income, and suggests that Missouri was decreasing hog market-
ings much .faster than the oountry as a whole. This trend is partly 
explained by the fact t hat Missouri is a marginal state for hog pro-
duction. The cheap corn in 1932 and 1933 developed a comparative 
over-expansion, while the lean corn years due to the drought that 
followed, led to comparatively rapid contraction. Though the income 
from Missouri hogs in relation to the country as a. whole has improved 
since 1937, it has never fully recovered its earlier impor tance. 
Cattle percentage contribution has not fluctuated as violently as 
hog percentage cont ribution. With a few exceptions, cattle have con-
tributed between 5 % and 6% to the national total. The less violent 
fluctuations of the cattle percentages are in part explained by cattle 
being less dependent on corn, and ther efore are better able to ride 
out the lean corn years. The declining percentage between 1932 and 
1940 occurred while cattle were contributing an increasing percentage 
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to the Missouri income. This gives further evidence of the fact that 
Missouri fann income was comparatively harder hit during the 
drought years of 1930's than was the nation as a whole. From the 
national viewpoint, the relative cattle income of the state tends to 
be more stable than the relath'e hog income. 
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Missouri contributions to the sheep, lambs and wool totals have 
had a rither definite upward trend. During the four five-year periods, 
sheep and lamb income percentage averaged 3.8 %, 3.6%, 4.2% and 
4.5%. This upward trend, coupled with the increasing importance 
of this segment of income to the total state income, suggests that the 
expansion of the sheep enterprise in Missouri has been more rapid 
than in the U. S. as a whole. The comparative stability of.the income 
trend from this commodity is partly explained by the fact that the 
sheep enterprise is not greatly dependent on feed grain supplies. 
Poultry and Poultry Products.-With the exception of some re-
covery during the war period, the percentage contribution of Missouri 
poultry income to the national picture has been steadily declining. It 
has declined from over 6% in 1924 to about 3.87c in 1939. This 
declining tendency when compared with t he declining importance of 
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poultry to the state income suggests that Missouri poultry income has 
declined rapidly when compared to the United States. The increase 
during the war years suggeets that Missouri poultry income has ex-
panded more rapidly than that of U. S. as a whole. 
The percentage contribution patterns of both egg income and 
chicken income have been similar to that of total Missouri poultry 
income. Both have declined from over 6% in the 1920's to below 470 
in 1938. Though chicken percentages 'have continued to decline dur-
ing the war years, the relative egg income has climbed back to 5% . 
Missouri turkey growers, however, have sharply invaded U. S. 
turkey income and since 1930 have been taking larger percentages of 
it. In 1930, the Missouri share was only 1.5% ; in 1940 this was 
more than 4%. It has fluctuated around this figu re since then. 
Dair y Products.-The percentage contribution to the total U. S. 
cash dairy income has been steady to strong with a substantial increase 
occurring since 1939. The four five-year averages were 2.8%, 2.5 %, 
2.4 '1'0 and 2.8%. This pattern when compared to the p;1ttem of dairy 
income contribution to the Missouri total cash farm income suggests 
that with the exception of the war- years, the dedine in dairy im-
portance was a state concern which was not in line with the national 
dairy income picture. The increase during the war years occurred in 
spite of declining dairy income importance in the Missouri picture, 
consequently, in relation to the U. S., Missouri dairy income is 
strengthening. 
Grains.-The value of cash corn in Missour i when compared to 
that of the U. S. has shown a general downward trend. This down-
ward movement was marked from 1925 until 1936 when the percent-
age fell from 6.8 % to 1.4 %. Though it has gained somewhat since 
1936, it has fluctuated widely. Corn contributions have not been above 
4% of the national total since 1932. The drought during the middle 
193(),s cut Missouri corn yields more than those of the U. S. as a 
whole, which helps explain the low income contributions of 1935, 
1986 and 1937. That Missouri cash corn never regained its pre-
depression strength can be partly explained by the fact that :Missouri 
has been slower than other corn states to adopt hybrid corn and con-
sequently has suffered in comparative productivity. 
Wheat contributions have fluctuated widely and have displayed 
no definite trend. During the five-year period 1984-89, wheat percerit-
age contribution averaged over 1% more than dur ing other compar-
able periods. This was a period of strong cash wheat contributions 
to Missouri total· cash fann income, and in comparison to the 
U. S. as a. whole, Missouri wheat income was strong during this 
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period. Since 1940, the percentage contribution has declined dras-
tically. This is probably explained by the increases iri acreage, and 
eonsequently inereased pereentage contribution, of the primary wheat 
raising states. 
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The ineome contribution of oats to the U. S. picture has been 
progressively stronger. The four five-year pi!riodi showed averages 
of 1.1%, 1.6%, 2.0 % and 2.9%. 
Soybean contributions show an extremely varying picture. Prior 
to 1930 when soybeans were a comparatively new crop, Missouri con-
tributions were about 10","0 of the total U. S. soybean ineome. During 
the rapid soybean expansion of the 1930's, Missouri did not keep paee 
and the percentage dropped to a low of 0.7 % in 1939. With the CQm-
iug of war, Missouri more rapidly expanded than other states and 
her eontribution had increased to 5% by 1944. 
Cotton.-Missouri cotton growers' marketings of both lint and 
~d made up an increasingly important proportion of the nation's 
income totals for these products. The increase in pereentage for 
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cotton lint marketings has been f rom 1.1% , the average for 1925-29, 
to 3.49h the average for 1940-44. Comparable figures for cotton seed 
were 1.5,!" to 3.9 %. Cottonseed 'and cotton lint percentages were 
very closely r elated. Both were lowest in the late 1930's when they 
each contribute!! only about 1 %, and both rose to a peak contribution 
of over 4% during 1941. Part of this increasing importance is ex-
plained by the fact that Missouri cotton growers did not reduce their 
acreages proportionately as much as the nation as a whole during the 
decade of the thirties. A poor local crop during 1943 explains part 
of the sharp drop during that year. 
Others.-The contributions of the Missouri fruit and truck crop 
enterprises have both declined in percentage of the national totals. 
Since the relative contributions to the state income by these enter_ 
prises .also declined, it appears that Missouri is placing less emphasis 
on them. 
The contribution of hay marketings throughout the period has 
gradually weakened until now it is only contributing about 2,!" to 
the national totals (Figure 15). 
Sman seeds decJined swiftly from the early percentage contri_ 
butions of over 5% to a low of less than 2% dur ing the middle thirties. 
This was no doubt due to the increasing seed production of other 
states during this period because of government conservation pro-
grams. However, starting in 1938, lespedeza was introduced into 
Missouri seed production and the percentage contribution has risen 
til! now over 10% of the national sman seed income is contributed 
by Missouri. In 1944, Missouri farmers sold lespedeza seed which 
received 83 % of the country's lespedeza income. 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
It seems wise to restate the fact that, with some exceptions, the 
Missour i farmer's cash income has been closely related to the prices 
he receives. F arm income and prices received move up and down 
together. 
Almost 50¢ of each dollar of Missouri cash farm income is re-
ceived f r om the marketing of cattle, hogs, and sheep; while the ·live-
stock industry-meat animals, dairy and poultrY-;l.ccOllnts for almost 
75~ of the Missouri cash farm income dollar. 
Figures 16 and 17 graphically summarize the percentage con-
tributions of important commodities and · conunodity groups on an 
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index basis. From these, the following conclusions seem applicable; 
'1. Percentage contributions of all livestock and of all crops to 
the Missouri total have remained relatively steady with no 
evident trends. \vh.He all crop contributions to the U. S. 
totals have not varied appreciably, livestock contributions to 
U. S. totals have declined. 
2. Those classes of livestock which are primarily dependent on 
. feed grains-hogs and poultry-have declined in percentage 
contributions both to the Missouri farm income and to the 
U. S. totals for these commodities. The trend is downward 
for both hogs and poultry. 
3. Contributions by' those classes of livestock which are not en-
tirely dependent on feed grains and are large forage con-
sumers--cattle, sheep, and dairy animals-have remained 
steady or have strengthened. As contributors to total Mis--
souri cash fa rm income, both cattle and sheep have shown 
upward trends. Contr ibutions by Missouri cattle to U. S. 
totals have been steady, while those by Missouri sheep have 
strengthened since the middle 1930's. The income contribu-
tions by the dairy farmer to total Missouri cash farm income 
have declined since the early 1930's; however, the percentage 
contributions are still well above those of the late 1920's. 
The trend of Missouri dairy income contributions to the U. S. 
totals has heen slowly upward. 
4. Corn has declined in percentage income importance when com-
pared both to Missouri cash farm income and to the U. S. 
totals: The percentage contributions of the small grains have 
,remained about the same or have become stronger. Wheat 
contributions fluctuated widely while those of oats have an 
upward trend. 
5. The fiber cr op, cotton, has developed a strong upward trend 
in income contributions both to the Missouri cash fann income 
and to the U. S. income from cotton. " 
Very brietl.y then it may be said that r oughage consuming animals 
have increased in income importance while grain consuming animals 
have decreased. Small grains have increased in income importance 
while corn has decreased. 
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APPENDIX 
Tables showing Missouri cash farm income from commodities 
and Govemment payments. 
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